ditors of scientific journals have responsibility for many things, including maintaining the journal's internal integrity. Journal integrity involves, among other things, the responsibility to publish good science, whether or not one welcomes the results, as well as to publish opinion pieces, correct errors, and identify/clarify various types of content. As scientists, we realize that there is much we do not yet know, and new information can change long-accepted beliefs. Therefore, the editor role is instrumental in applying best practices to secure the publication of high-quality new science.
The scientific reports published in this issue cover a variety of topics. Wagner et al. (2019) carried out an analysis of the difference between billed and paid oral health services in Wisconsin under Medicaid. They also assessed differences related to income, as well as ethnicity. To initiate and maintain dentists' participation in the Medicaid program, it is important that reimbursement equal billing. Thus, the results from this report should alert policy makers and Medicaid administrators to an important factor that could impede the program's success.
Many reports in this issue are on caries prevention and treatment for children; they address this important subject from a variety of perspectives. Using data from a birth cohort study of mother-child dyads, Fernando et al. (2019) report on risk factors for caries in children. They confirm the multifactorial nature of dental caries, indicating that maternal, environmental, and intraoral characteristics all have an impact on caries. Nelson et al. (2019) carried out a multicenter randomized clinical trial to assess an approach (the Common-Sense Model of Self-Regulation) to educate caregivers about caries, combined with an invitation letter, to encourage them to take their grade school-aged children to the dentist to treat their caries. They report that the approach was effective for specific groups of participants. It will be of interest to know why the intervention was effective for some groups and not for others. Huang et al. (2019) performed a costeffectiveness analysis of a comprehensive school-based caries prevention program (SCPP) compared to 1) an SCPP in which only permanent first molars are sealed and 2) no SCPP. Based on their model, the results indicate that the comprehensive program is more costeffective than the limited first molar only program. Thus, the authors call for more cost-effectiveness evaluations of comprehensive SCPPs.
In this issue is also a report by Neurath et al., in which NHANES data on fluorosis were analyzed (Neurath, Limeback, Osmunson, Connett, Kanter, et al. 2019) . Their study revealed disturbingly high levels of fluorosis. Following the online publication of the Neurath et al. report, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) published a data quality evaluation of the NHANES data used in the Neurath paper (CDC 2019). Because the CDC questioned the validity of their data, we published an Expression of Concern to accompany the Neurath et al. paper (Feine 2019) . We did so not because Neurath and coworkers had done anything wrong, but to inform our readers and enable them to make their own assessments regarding those data. Neurath et al. have now responded to the CDC report in an Invited Commentary, also in this issue . We encourage readers to examine the Neurath et al. publication, as well as the CDC report and the commentary by Neurath et al. on the report. While this is an unusual situation, we have done our best to keep the process fair, unbiased, and transparent, and we hope that this will generate a positive and productive discussion.
We trust that you will find this issue interesting and informative.
